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Shall Congress Enact a Sunday Law? 


This LIBERTY EXTRA deals with a most dangerous proposed 
piece of Sunday legislation. For many years our national law- 
makers have been besieged session after session to enact some sort 
of compulsory Sunday law, but so far they have not yielded to 
the demand, and it is to be hoped that the worthy precedent of 
such long standing, as well as the First Amendment to the Con- 
stitution, will still be respected; and that the liberties of the 
American people will still be preserved. This EXTRA is filled 
with valuable matter bearing upon the principles involved in the 
pending bill, S. 1202. After you have read this EXTRA through 
and are convinced that Sunday laws are wrong, will you kindly 
cut off the last leaf from this magazine, containing a copy of the 
bill and the Petition to Congress, secure as many signatures as 
possible to the petition, and forward the same to your Senator 
or Representative in Congress? 

The price of this EXTRA is $1 a hundred copies, or $7.50 a 
thousand. Millions of copies should be circulated during this cam- 
paign, in order to give the public the benefit of the valuable in- 
formation in this magazine and an opportunity to protest. Will 
you help? 
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Another Compulsory Sunday Rest Bill Before Congress 


INNOCENT BEGINNINGS 


LL Sunday observance legislation in the 
past has had innocent beginnings. The 
laws were very mild in their restrictions 

at first. The first Sunday law ever enacted 
was by Constantine the Great, in 321 A. pb. 
It was so liberal that it allowed all kinds of 
labor, business, and amusements on Sunday 
except the labor of artificers in the cities. 
Soon all kinds of labor in both city and coun- 
try, and amusements of every description, 
were prohibited on Sundays. The only ave- 
nue that was left open was the road leading 
to the church door. 

The long history from the first Sunday 
law ever enacted to the first one ever made 
in America, must be passed for brevity’s sake. 
The lapse of time, however, made no change 
in the operation of such laws when they 
were introduced into our colonies. 

When the Puritans enacted their first Sun- 
day law, it merely prohibited labor of certain 
kinds. A few years later, worldly amuse- 
ments were prohibited. Finally all the people 
were compelled to go to church on Sunday, 
whether they were religious or not. The 
penalties for Sunday desecration were in- 
creased until in some cases capital punish- 
ment was imposed. 
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Inalienable Rights Assailed 


OST Americans feel that the Constitu- 

tion provides complete protection for 

the exercise of all the natural rights of 
man. It is difficult to convince the aver- 
age citizen that there is any danger of 
tyranny’s arising in the Republic. We freely 
admit fhat under our Government we no 
longer need fear the tyranny of kings and the 
unlimited exercise of their arbitrary author- 
ity over the inalienable rights of the indi- 
vidual. Men have shorn the locks from these 
political Samsons, and have placed their 
weapons of tyranny on exhibition in the na- 
tional museums to bear witness to their folly, 
and to serve as an object lesson to all who in 
the future might attempt to override the 
natural, God-given rights of men. 

But our liberties are threatened with a new 
and subtle danger from another source, even 
more powerful and tyrannical than were the 
ancient despots. Majorities and powerful 
factional classes are now organizing their 
forces for the purpose of overriding the in- 
alienable rights of the individual just as 
arbitrarily as did the powerful monarchs of 
the past. 

The proposed legislation (S. 1202) on the 
part of the Barbers’ Union and the American 
Federation of Labor, requiring uniform con- 
formity to fixed and arbitrary standards as 
to how Sunday shall be observed among bar- 
bers in the District of Columbia, is a good 
sample of how tyranny may creep in to force 
the conscience of the minority. A mighty 


combination of civil, social, and religious 
forces to bring about the forced closing of all 
barber shops in the District of Columbia on 
Sundays, seeks to destroy freedom of choice 
and individual initiative. 
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How Sunday Rest Lews Operate 


T is always claimed by their advocates that 
I compulsory Sunday rest laws are benef- 

icent, and work no hardships upon any- 
body. We wish this were true. But the his- 
tory of the past fifty years reveals that the 
actual operation of compulsory Sunday rest 
laws in the various States of the Union has 
engendered neighborhood animosities, reli- 
gious wranglings, prejudice, and rancor, lead- 
ing to religious persecution of a virulent type. 
These laws have placed a dangerous weapon 
in the hands of narrow-minded and intoler- 
ant people, enabling them to pursue with 
malignancy those who differ with them in 
religious opinion and practice. 

A few concrete cases out of thousands on 
record will suffice to illustrate the evil effects 
these religio-civil statutes engender. In 1884, 
in Springdale, Ark., more than a score of 
seventh-day observers were arrested and 
fined in amounts varying from $25 to $30. 
In one case a father and son, being convicted 
and fined, had their only farm horse seized 
and sold at public auction for a pittance. 
This not being enough to satisfy the fine, the 
father and son were remanded to prison. 
They were charged $21.25 for jail board, and 
to get this the authorities levied on their only 
cow, and would have sold her if the Religious 
Liberty Association had not come to the res- 
cue and paid the bill. 

The railroads, hotels, livery stables, barber 
shops, and many other businesses violating 
the law were not molested. The prosecution 
was nothing more nor less than persecution of 
those who observed another day than Sun- 
day. The statute books of Arkansas con- 
tained an exemption clause for seventh-day 
observers, but it was ignored. 

In Tennessee, a few years ago, more than 
120 Seventh-day Adventists were arrested, 
tried, convicted, fined, and imprisoned for 
doing the most innocent and trivial things 
on Sunday. One man had fixed the screen 
door on his own house. Another dug some 
potatoes out of his own garden for his Sun- 
day dinner. Another cobbled shoes in his 
own house. One hauled a load of wood on 
Sunday to a neighbor in need. Others worked 
on their farms, plowing, cultivating, and hoe- 
ing corn, without molesting any one. Of 
those convicted, eighty-seven were impris- 
oned, spending a total of 722 days in jail, 
twelve were put in the chain gang side by 
side with hardened criminals, and $2,500 was 
paid in fines. 

In Glen Echo, Md., in 1931, about two miles 
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from the nation’s capital, under the compul- 
sory Sunday rest law of Maryland, Mr. Bal- 
lenger, a Seventh-day Adventist, after resting 
conscientiously on the seventh day of the 
week, was discovered on Sunday puttying the 
nail holes in windows on the inside of his 
own house and painting the window frames 
and sashes. A jealous neighbor lodged a 
complaint. Mr. Ballenger was arrested, in- 
dicted, tried, convicted, and imprisoned in 
the Rockville (Md.) jail as a criminal. Mark 
you, this was not back in the Dark Ages in 
Europe, but in 1931 a. p., in America. 

For what were these different citizens per- 
secuted? For daring in this land of freedom 
to worship God in harmony with the dictates 
of their own conscience; for doing honorable 
work on the first six days of the week and 
resting on the seventh day. 


A Religious Test Imposed 


ENATE BILL 1202 provides that Congress 
shall supervise and regulate not only the 
religious conduct of Sunday observers, 

but also of those who observe Saturday “solely 
because of religious belief.” The Seventh-day 
Adventists, Seventh Day Baptists, and Jews 
rest on the Biblical seventh day of the week, 
which begins at sunset Friday evening and 
ends at sunset Saturday evening. But this 
bill says that those to be exempted must re- 
frain from work on Saturday. The civil 
Saturday, however, is from midnight Friday 
to midnight Saturday. In order to be entitled 
to this special exemption, they would be com- 
pelled by law to rest all of the civil Saturday. 
Since their conscience demands that they rest 
a part of the civil Friday, also, they would 
therefore lose more than twenty-four hours 
because of their religious belief. 


Further Proof of the Bill’s Religious Nature 


The representatives of the Barbers’ Union, 
which asked for this measure, admitted dur- 
ing the hearings before the Senate and House 
District Committee last year, that it was for 
religious reasons they wanted Congress to 
pass a similar bill. The printed hearings 
stated that the barbers wanted a Sunday law 
so they could go to church with their fam- 
ilies on Sundays. That is a laudable desire, 
but it is not a laudable reason why Con- 
gress should pass such a law. If Congress 
should pass a law to enable Sunday observ- 
ers to go to church on Sunday, why not also 
pass a law to enable the seventh-day Sab- 
batarians to go to church with their families 
on the seventh day of the week? Why should 
Congress have more solicitude for one par- 
ticular class of people than for another, when 
all are equally affected and are facing the 
same difficulties and hardships? Every trade, 
every occupation, every class, and every sect 
should stand alike before the law, and Con- 
gress should not deny to any class or sect 
equal protection of the law. 

We object to Congress’ telling us that we 
must rest on Saturday “solely because of reli- 
gious beliefs,” in order that we may be per- 


mitted, nay, “tolerated,” to work on Sunday, 
as though Congress exercised a special guard- 
ianship over Sunday. We object to having 
any set of men tell us that we must rest on 
Saturday or on Sunday or on any other day. 
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Making Honest Labor a Crime 


LL legislation requiring cessation of hon- 
est labor on Sunday is necessarily reli- 
gious legislation. Suppose Seventh-day 

Adventists, Seventh Day Baptists, and Jews 
should ask Congress to recognize Saturday, 
the seventh day of the week, as the rest day 
for all in the District of Columbia, and should 
request Congress to insert an exemption for 
all those who observe Sunday, “solely be- 
cause of religious belief;” would not Congress 
and every Sunday observer resent this, and 
rightly so, and accuse the seventh-day Sab- 
batarians of seeking a religious preference by 
law in favor of their peculiar religious per- 
suasion? 

No one has a right to ask to be given reli- 
gious preference by law. No one has a right 
to ask this under our Federal Constitution, 
even if greatly in the majority numerically. 
No majority, however numerous, can right- 
fully be given a religious preference under 
the Federal Constitution. 
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Not a Health Measure 


F the state needs to legislate for man’s 

physical welfare, so he may not overtax 

his energies and undermine his health by 
not getting sufficient rest, it could prescribe 
rules for him as to how many hours of sleep 
are necessary each night in order to recuper- 
ate the wasted energies expended during a 
day’s toil. It could prescribe his hours of 
labor, each day, his hours of rest, and his 
hours of sleep each night. The day was made 
for men to work, and the night for men to 
rest and sleep. If a person rests and sleeps 
a sufficient number of hours each night, his 
wasted energies are recuperated and his 
health is safeguarded. 

If it be contended that one day of rest out 
of every seven is necessary for a man’s 
physical benefit, it must be admitted that he 
can rest on one day of the week as well as 
on any other day. Sunday as a rest day 
has no advantage above any other day, ex- 
cept a religious advantage, it being the day 
upon which a majority of the religious people 
worship. But Congress cannot recognize this 
religious distinction in law and enforce it by 
police regulation. 

Judge Cooley, in “Constitutional Limita- 
tions,” says that the Federal Constitution 
not only prohibits Congress from passing a 
law which in effect would establish a union 
of church and state, but Congress is not at 
liberty “to establish preferences by law in 
favor of any one religious persuasion or mode 
of worship. There is not complete religious 
liberty where any one sect is favored by the 
state and given an advantage by law over 
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other sects. Whatever establishes a distinc- 
tion against one class or sect is, to the extent 
to which the distinction operates unfavorably, 
@ persecution; and if based on religious 
grounds, a religious persecution. The extent 
of the discrimination is not material to the 
principle; it is enough that it creates an in- 
equality of right or privilege.” 


BSB SB Ff 


Exemptions Fail 


HEN the barbers’ closing bill of the last 

session came to the Senate for passage, 

Senator Blease objected to its exemption 
clause on the ground that it gave an advan- 
tage to those who did not believe in the Lord 
Jesus Christ, and the sponsor of the bill con- 
sented to the omission of the exemption. 
This manifest religious reference evidently 
confused the issue in the minds of other Sen- 
ators. Two things were overlooked: First, 
that the Jews have equal rights before the 
civil law with Christians; and, second, that 
all seventh-day Sabbatarians were penalized 
by the loss of a working day. 

The bill before the present Congress denies 
to all seventh-day observers certain funda- 
mental rights. Yet there are some who say 
that it is not a religious bill. We contend 
that under our Federal Constitution, Congress 
has no right to grant the seventh-day Sab- 
batarians an exemption from the operation 
of a Sunday observance law, nor has it a 
prerogative to deny such a privilege. 

The law of God itself gives them the right 
to rest on Saturday and work on Sunday, and 
no set of men, however wise and exalted, can 
rightfully deny the divine prerogative. If we 
admit that Congress has a right to grant an 
exemption to a Sunday observance law, we 
are forced to admit that Congress can at its 
own pleasure withdraw such a privilege at 
any time. 


Unauthorized by the Federal 
Constitution 


E Constitution of the United States 
places a limitation upon the lawmaking 
powers of Congress, and says, “Congress 

shall make no law respecting an establish- 
ment of religion, or prohibiting the free exer- 
cise thereof.” It is not by mere toleration 
that a citizen of the United States is per- 
mitted to enjoy the free exercise of his reli- 
gious beliefs, but by virtue of an inherent 
right which the Government cannot grant or 
deny. The citizen of this Republic relies not 
upon the leniency or toleration of the Gov- 
ernment, or on the liberality of any class or 
sect of men, but upon his natural, indefeasi- 
ble rights, which, in the language of the Con- 
stitution, are beyond the control or inter- 
ference of any human authority. 

If any man wants to worship or not worship 
on Sunday, that is his prerogative without 
let or hindrance on the part of the civil gov- 
ernment, If he wants to rest or work on 
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Sunday, that is his business, the same as it 
is the business of the man who wants to 
rest or work on Saturday. If a man wants 
to work seven days or rest seven days, he 
has that prerogative, the same as the man 
has who wants to work four days and rest 
three days out of each week. 

The Federal Government is not vested with 
authority under our Constitution to enforce 
the observance of any day of the week. In- 
dulging in common labor on Sunday is not an 
indictable offense under the common law, and 
certainly it is not under our Constitution, 
nor under any statute the Federal Govern- 
ment has ever enacted; and if such a statute 
as is proposed in this barbers’ bill should be 
enacted by Congress, it could not stand for 
a moment as a valid law under our Federal 
Constitution, because it would interfere with 
the free exercise of conscience in a religious 
matter, and would deny citizens the equal 
protection of the law. 

It is true that some States have Sunday 
closing barber laws, but these States also 
make it illegal for other trades and occupa- 
tions to operate on Sunday. There are seven 
States in the Union that have statutes upon 
their books which do not allow any citizen 
to hold any office of public trust unless he 
first complies with certain religious tests. 
These religious tests are required by the State 
constitutions, and the State supreme courts 
have upheld them, and the Supreme Court 
of the United States has confirmed these 
religious tests which the State constitutions 
have imposed upon their citizens. 

But that does not mean that the Supreme 
Court of the United States would uphold 
similar statutes if enacted by Congress. 
Congress, under our Federal Constitution, 
cannot do what many of the States are still 
permitted to do under their constitutions. 
When the Supreme Court of the United 
States faces a Sunday observance law enacted 
by a State legislature under the provisions 
of the police power as defined by the State 
constitution, and a similar law enacted by 
Congress under the provisions of the police 
power of the Federal Government as defined 
by the Federal Constitution, it has before it 
two entirely different problems, and the de- 
cision in the one case may be entirely at vari- 
ance with the decision in the other. Just 
as the police power of one State differs from 
the police power of another State, so the po- 
lice power of the Federal Government oc- 
cupies a unique field all its own. Therefore, 
to cite State Sunday laws as legal precedents 
for Congress to follow, is entirely unjustifi- 
able and beside the question. 


Present-Day Tendencies 

While it is true that State supreme courts 
have been inclined to restrict the liberties of 
the people more and more under drastic com- 
pulsory Sunday rest laws, according to the 
religious predilections and prejudices of the 
judges, yet most of the courts in recent de- 
cisions have adopted a more liberal policy 
toward the rights of the people, by evading 
the law through legal technicalities and set- 
ting the supposed criminals free. Especially 
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is this the case when the issue is placed in 
the hands of a jury for determination. 

Further, the tendency of the State legisla- 
tures has been of late to liberalize and repeal 
Sunday laws, or to submit these unpopular 
laws to the people on the referendum. In 
practically every case where Sunday laws 
have been referred to the people on a public 
referendum, they have been wiped off the 
statute books. Since the present-day tend- 
ency of the people is to get rid of the Sunday 
laws now on the statute books, it does not 
seem very consistent for Congress to commit 
itself to this undesirable legislation at this 
late day. 

For more than one hundred and fifty years, 
Congress has refused to enact compulsory 
Sunday observance laws for any of the ter- 
ritory over which it has held exclusive juris- 
diction, although nearly one hundred and 
fifty such bills have been introduced since the 
Declaration of Independence declared all 
citizens free men in all that that — 
title implies. 
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Government Should Encourage, 
Not Destroy, Competition 


HIS proposed legislation expressly states 

that its purpose is to abolish “competi- 

tion” in the business of barbering through 
the strong arm of the Federal Government. 
Our courts have uniformly ruled that it is 
not a prerogative of the government to de- 
stroy competition in business, but rather to 
encourage competition in trade as well as in 
the commodity of labor. Competition has 
always been regarded as the life of trade. 
One need not be an economist to understand 
how fatal to all progress would be the stifling 
of legitimate competition by government 
enactment. It is unthinkable that in Amer- 
ica we have reached the place where the 
tyranny of such a thing can be meekly ac- 
cepted. 
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Not Authorized Under Police Power 


N ex parte Jentzsch (112 Cal. 468), the su- 

preme court of California, construing a 

law closing barber shops on Sunday, de- 
clared such a law outside the bounds of the 
police power of the State and not a proper 
health measure, saying: 

“Upon the question thus presented of the 
proper limits of the police power, much might 
be written, and much, indeed, will have to be 
written, ere just bounds are set to its exer- 
cise; but in this case, neither time permits 
nor necessity demands the consideration. 
Still, it may be suggested in passing, that our 
government was not designed to be paternal 
in form. . . . The spirit of a system such as 
ours is therefore at total variance with that 
which, more or less veiled, still shows in the 
paternalism of other nations. It may be in- 
jurious to health to eat bread before it is 
twenty-four hours old, yet it would strike us 
with surprise to see the legislature making a 


crime of the sale of fresh bread. We look 
with disfavor upon such legislation as we do 
upon the enactment of sumptuary laws. ... 

“So while the police power is one whose 
proper use makes most potently for good, in 
its undefined scope and inordinate exercise 
lurks no small danger to the Republic, for 
the difficulty which is experienced in defin- 
ing its just limits and bounds affords a temp- 
tation to the legislature to encroach upon the 
rights of citizens with experimental laws, 
none the less dangerous because well meant.” 

The court continued: “Making it a misde- 
meanor to keep open and conduct a barber 
shop, or to work as a barber, on Sundays and 
other holidays, is an undue restraint of per- 
sonal liberty, and is special legislation, based 
upon an arbitrary classification, and not a 
proper exercise of the police power, and is 
unconstitutional and void.”—Decision ren- 
dered April 17, 1896. 

In Eden vs. State of Illinois (161 Ill. 296), 
the supreme court of Illinois, declaring a 
State Sunday closing barber law unconstitu- 
tional and void, said: 

“If the merchant, the grocer, the butcher, 
the druggist, and those engaged in other 
trades and callings, are allowed to open their 
places of business and carry on their respec- 
tive avocations during seven days of the week, 
upon what principle can it be held that a 
person who may be engaged in the business 
of barbering may not do the same thing? 
Why should a discrimination be made against 
that calling, and that alone? 

“But it is said the law may be sustained 
under the police power of the State. . . . It 
must be conceded that there is a limit to the 
exercise of this power, and that it is not an 
unlimited, arbitrary power, which would en- 
able the legislature to prohibit a business the 
prosecution of which inflicts no damage upon 
others. . . . The law will not allow the rights 
of property to be invaded under the guise of 
a police regulation for the promotion of 
health, when it is manifest that such is not 
the object and purpose of the regulation. . . . 

“It will not and cannot be claimed that the 
law in question was passed as a sanitary 
measure, or that it has any relation what- 
ever to the health of society. As has been 
heretofore seen, as a general rule a police 
regulation has reference to the health, com- 
fort, safety, and welfare of society. How, it 
may be asked, is the health, comfort, safety, 
or welfare of society to be injuriously affected 
by keeping open a barber shop on Sunday? 
It is a matter of common observation that the 
barber business, as carried on in this State, is 
both quiet and orderly. . . . In view of the 
nature of the business and the manner in 
which it is carried on, it is difficult to per- 
ceive how the rights of any person can be af- 
fected, or how the comfort or welfare of 
society can be disturbed. 

“We do not, therefore, think the law was 
authorized by the police power of the State. 

. All should be placed on a perfect equality, 
so no one can complain of an unjust discrim- 
ination. But when the legislature undertakes 
to single out one class of labor, harmless in it- 
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self, and condemns that, and that alone, it 
transcends its legitimate powers, and its ac- 
tions cannot be sustained.” “The police power 
does not justify a statute making it unlawful 
for barbers to do business on Sunday, with- 
out including any other class of business.”— 
Decision rendered May 12, 1896. 


Labor Is Property 


The courts now recognize labor as property. 
To deprive a man of his labor is to deprive 
him of his property. Labor is all the property 
that many people possess; therefore to de- 
prive a man of one seventh of his time to 
labor is to deprive him of one seventh of his 
property. Every citizen has an inalienable 
right to work as he chooses, so long as he 
does not disturb the peace and good order of 
society. 

A man may rely “solely upon his labor for 
the support of himself and family,” says the 
Supreme Court of Illinois. “His labor may 
be the only property he possesses, and yet this 
law [a law closing barber shops on Sunday] 
takes that property away from him. His la- 
bor is his capital, and that capital is all the 
property he owns. Can a law which takes 
that from the laborer be sustained? 

“The Constitution of the United States 
says the State shall not deprive any person 
of property without due process of law, and 
our State constitution declares the same 
thing. What is understood by the term ‘due 
process of law,’ is not an open question. ‘Due 
process of law’ is synonymous with ‘law of 
the land,’ and ‘the law of the land’ is ‘gen- 
eral public law, binding upon all the members 
of the community, under all circumstances, 
and not partial or private laws, affecting the 
rights of private individuals or classes of in- 
dividuals.’ Is the law in question a law bind- 
ing upon all the members of the community? 
A glance at its provisions affords a negative 
answer. The act affects one class of laborers, 
and one class alone.”—161 IIl. 296. 

The Supreme Court of the United States 
has also held that labor is property just the 
same as any tangible property, and that no 
man can be deprived of his property without 
due process of law or without just compensa- 
tion. It has further interpreted “due process 
of law” to be synonymous with “general pub- 
lic law. binding upon all the members of the 
community, under all circumstances, and not 
partial or private laws, affecting the rights 
of private individuals or classes of individ- 
uals.” 

Sunday closing of barber shops, depriving 
one class of individuals of their rightful 
property without due process of law, is there- 
fore unconstitutional and unjust. 
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An Entering Wedge Fraught With 
Danger 


F the bill printed on the last cover page 
I of this magazine is enacted into law this 
session, do not think for a moment that 
no other kind of compulsory Sunday rest laws 
will be enacted in the future. It will not be 
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long until Congress will be besieged with de- 
mands to stop all kinds of labor on Sunday. 
The State courts which have sustained Sun- 
day laws prohibiting Sunday baseball, golf, 
tennis, motion pictures, theaters, and amuse- 
ment parks, have done it on the basis that 
all these games and plays require some one 
to labor, and therefore all these things are 
— under the compulsory Sunday rest 
aws. 

If Congress does not want to go to such 
length in prohibiting all these innocent 
amusements on Sunday, which require some 
one to labor for the benefit of others, it can- 
not consistently take this proposed step for- 
bidding barbers to labor for the benefit of 
others on Sunday. When Congress once opens 
the door to this sort of prohibitory legislation 
about Sunday, there is nothing under heaven 
that will stop the flood of religious legislation 
that will follow in its wake. 

The courts will be dragged into this caul- 
dron of evil and confusion. Under such legis- 
lation civil magistrates must sit in judgment 
upon the heart, and decide men’s motives for 
resting on one day and laboring on another. 
The judge, in order to be just, must know 
whether religious convictions or financial 
avarice prompts a man’s actions. Will Con- 
gress set up another inquisition, and authorize 
civil magistrates to sit in judgment to deter- 
mine whether men are actually religious or 
merely —— to be religious? It is un- 
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Danger! 


American citizens need to view with alarm 
the first seemingly innocent venture of Con- 
gress into this dangerous field where other 
nations have made political shipwreck in the 
past. So far Congress has turned a deaf ear 
to all pleas for compulsory Sunday rest laws. 
Let the Seventy-second Congress follow the 
worthy example of all its predecessors, and 
not embark on the treacherous sea or reli- 
gious legislation so fraught with religio- 
political storms. That a whole inferno is 
couched in the mild and innocent-looking 
provisions of compulsory Sunday rest laws 
has been demonstrated in every experience of 
the past. 








IMPORTANT NOTICE 


Please read carefully the “Petition to Congress” on 
the opposite page. Fill in the blank spaces, start the 
list with your own name, and secure as many other 
signatures as possible. 

If there are not enough lines on the bottom of the 
petition blank for signatures, paste one or more sheets 
of white paper at the bottom, after cutting the peti- 
tion out of the magazine. 

We suggest that you fill out two petitions, one for 
your Senator and the other for your Representative 
in Congress, sending one to the Senate Office Building 
and the other to the House Office Building, Washing- 
ton, D. C. 

Remember this EXTRA can be secured at $1 a 
hundred, or $7.50 a thousand copies. If you desire 
further information to assist you in prosecuting this 
work, address 


EDITOR LIBERTY MAGAZINE 
Takoma Park, Washington, D. C. 
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PETITION TO CONGRESS 


Protesting Against Compulsory Sunday Observance 


To the Honorable, the Senate and House of Representatives of the 
United States: 


Believing (1) in civil and religious freedom and the American principle of a complete 
separation of church and state; 

2. That Congress is prohibited by the First Amendment to the Constitution from enacting 
any law enforcing the observance of Sunday or Saturday, as proposed in Bill S. 1202, ‘solely 
because of religious beliefs,’’ or any measure looking toward government control of religion; 

3. That it is not the prerogative of the Federal Government to destroy ‘‘competition” in 
any “occupation or trade’”’ on Sunday or on any other day; 

4. That such legislation is opposed to the best interests of both church and state, as well 
as contrary to public welfare; : 

5. That all such legislation by Congress establishes a dangerous legal precedent, fraught with 
tremendous consequences for evil, and should be opposed by every lover of liberty of conscience 
and the voluntary exercise of religion; therefore, 


We, the undersigned, adult residents of ....ccccccccccccccccccccccccccceceseeey 


So) COO eee Rett tenste sibs , earnestly and respectfully petition your 


Honorable Body not to pass the compulsory Sunday Observance Bill, S. 1202, entitled, “A Bill 
providing for the closing of barber shops on Sunday in the District of Columbia,’’ or any other 
compulsory religious measures that have been or shall be introduced. 





NAMES ADDRESSES 






























































(If necessary, paste extra sheets at bottom) 


























SUNDAY CLOSING LAWS 
THE DISTRICT DOESN’T WANT THEM 


THE District Commissioners ‘‘know of no objection to passage’’ of the bill closing 
barber shops on Sunday. 

The city heads may not know it, but there is plenty of objection to the enactment 
of such a measure, and the objection is well founded. 

To pass such a bill will open the way to enactment of other measures, which in turn 
would close other and more necessary businesses. 3 

The eventual result might be to close up the District tighter than those communities 
which are now fighting to get out from under “‘blue law Sundays.”’ 

This barber shop closing bill is sponsored by a group of barbers who want to close 
their shops. 

Why don’t they close them? ' : 

Because they are afraid that if they close, some other barber will keep his place open 
and attract their: trade. . 

The barbers are, of course, entitled to one day of rest a week. They should take it. 

But there is no sound basis for making the closing of shops mandatory under a 
general law. , 

Let the barbers close their shops on Sunday voluntarily if they wish, but let us not 
have a law which tells a man how he may work or how he may worship.—Editorial in 


the Washington Times, Jan. 11, 1932. 





ost SESSION S. 1202 


IN THE SENATE OF THE UNITED STATES 
DECEMBER 9, 1931 


Mr. COPELAND introduced the following bill; which was read twice and referred 
to the Committee on the District of Columbia 


A BILL 


Providing for the closing of barber shops on Sunday in the District of Columbia. 


Whereas in the District of Columbia persons engaged in the occupation of barbering are 
required to work seven days a week in order to meet competition and conform to 
custom; and 

Whereas the health of such persons is endangered and often impaired by the working con- 
ditions peculiar to their occupation; and 

Whereas the protection of the health of such persons will tend to protect the health of the 
general public by guarding against the spread of infectious disease: Therefore 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States of 

America in Congress assembled, That hereafter in the District of Columbia it shall be 
unlawful (a) for any person to maintain on Sunday any establishment wherein the occu- 
pation or trade of barbering or hair dressing (including the cutting or singeing of hair, 
shaving, shampooing, massaging, or manicuring) is pursued, or (b) for any person to 
pursue such occupation or trade on Sunday in any such establishment; but nothing in 
this Act shall be construed to apply to persons who actually refrain from the practice of 
such occupation or trade on Saturday solely because of religious beliefs. Any person vio- 
lating any of the provisions of this Act shall be deemed guilty of a misdemeanor, and, 
upon conviction thereof, shall be punished by a fine not in excess of $20 or by imprison- 
ment for not more than sixty days, or both. : 











EX-SENATOR JOSEPH W. BAILEY, of Texas, speaking in opposition to the Johnston 
Sunday Closing Barber Bill, said: ‘I am not disposed to allow any class of people to come 
to legislative assemblies of the country to settle controversies between them and their em- 
ployees. I certainly would not insist that a barber ought to work if he does not want 
to work. . . . So far as I am concerned, I am not disposed to allow any class to come 
and ask for a law that interferes with some other man who wants to pursue his calling, 
simply because some other man does not want to pursue it.””-—Congressional Record, Jan. 
26, 1910. 























